were not nomenclatural problems of a widespread taxon that included because they were growing outside the has been studied separately in different regions of its studied region, and their delimitation was not distribution range. Regional variants of D. cespitosa problematic. The main results showed small differhave been treated either as separate species, although ences in some key morphological characters, e.g., closely related ones, or as subspecies or varieties of a plant height, panicle length and width, length and single species.
Arctic Archipelago (mostly Nunavut and the North-proposed by Brown (1823), D. brevifolia R. Br., is west Territories), and adjacent Arctic mainland, legitimate at specific level, but the combination D. coastal Yukon and the north coast of Alaska, and cespitosa subsp. brevifolia (R. Br.) Tzvelev was northern Greenland. It is worth noting that the name published by Tzvelev in 1974, 122 years after (Petrovsky & Zhukova, 1981) . The counts by 2012), ''The names of two subdivisions of the same Bowden (1960) and Petrovsky and Zhukova (1981) genus, or of two infraspecific taxa within the same were done on plants identified as Deschampsia species, even if they are of different rank, are brevifolia R. Br., collected in Southampton Island homonyms if they are not based on the same type and (Canada) and Wrangel Island (Russian Federation), have the same final epithet, or are treated as respectively. Deschampsia cespitosa has a complex homonyms if they have a confusingly similar final cytology (Kawano, 1963 (Kawano, , 1966 Röser et al., 2014) , epithet. The later name is illegitimate.'' with proven different ploidy levels (Rothera & Davy, Deschampsia cespitosa subsp. brevifolia (R. Br.) 1986). The counts in D. cespitosa subsp. septentrioTzvelev is thus an illegitimate homonym, and since nalis hint at different ploidy levels in infraspecific the taxon does not have the differentiation to be taxa. considered as a separate species, its name should be Dealing with intraspecific variation in Deschampreplaced in taxonomic usage. However, a different sia cespitosa through its widespread distribution will view has been proposed by Tsvelev and Probatova require more studies using morphological, molecular, (2012), who considered a more restricted species and cytological data. concept.
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